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TilE PROBLEM 
One o:f the inevitable motifs in Judaeo-Christian religion 
is sacrifice. It may take the :form o:f a goat laden with the 
sins of the people and carrying them to Azazel. It may be 
assoc i ated with the highly ethicized sel:f-giving which agape 
suggeHts in the New Testament. It may be a meal o:f which 
God and man partake. It may be a sacred banquet in which 
man partakes of God. Under many forms, the idea and the 
practice of sacrifice constitute an integral part of Biblical 
religion. 
It is not, therefore, surprising that the early Christians 
think o:f the death of Jesus in sacri:ficial terms. The question 
is not whether sacrificial categories are used by the writers 
of the New Testament in their description of the death of 
Jesus. These categories are obvious even to the most casual 
reader of the documents. The question that needs constant 
re-appraisal by interpreters o:f the New Testament is: In 
what sense is the death o:f Jesus a sacrifice? 
This paper will present a discussion of the use of 
sacrificial language in Paul's interpretation o:f the death 
of Jesus. Linguistic, historical, and exegetical materials 
will be used in the effort to discover the nature of the 
motifs of sacrifice in the thought o:f Paul. 
( ii) 
~rhere seems to be a rather general consensus that our 
day is witnessing a resurgence of Biblical theology. If, 
as we believe, there is real need for this rebirth of interest 
in the theology or theologies of the Bible, it would seem of 
singular importance to learn what light is thrown on the death 
of Jesus by the sacrificial motifs in the thought of the 
earliest interpreter whose writings are extant. There is a 
sobering necessity for this task in view of the crude and 
unworthy notions that some interpreters (eisegetes) have 
found in Paul. The Gospel that Paul preached will scarcely 
get a hearing in our generation if it is identified with the 
metaphysical absurdities of a bygone day. 
A rather careful ' sifting of the evidence and a survey 
of the literature related to this problem have led us to see 
four facets of the problem that need to be considered: 
(1) The Meaning of T A ACTT~ p <. Vin Rom. 3: 25; ( z{'H) 'Of'Y1 ((TooJ) e~aU' in Paul; (3) The Language of "Blood" in Paul; 
and ( +) Paul Is Use of e u cr: A.-~ Obviously each of these 
topics leads inevitably into other matters of great importance 
to the student of Paul. Without deliberately obscuring rele-
vant data, we shall arrange our evidence in such a way as to 
lead as directly as possible to some defensible conclusions. 
*! n the body of ihe thesis, Hebrew and Greek words are 
usually given in English transliteration. The first time t he 
"tvord occurs in the text, the orig inal is vJ"ri tten in paren-
these s after the translitera tion. 
CHAP~~ER I 
THE MEANING OF HILASTERION IN RO~~NS 3:25 
~~ny of the problems that attend our investigation of 
Paul's use of sacrificial language become apparent as we 
examine Romans 3 :25a: "Whom God put forward as an expiation 
by his blood, to be received by faith. "1 Deissmann2 emphasizes 
the crucial nature of this passage: "Of all the errors to be 
found in exegetical and lexical literature, that of imagining 
C \ I 
that £lilasterion ( t 1\ A.CT T"J f' o II) in the LXX is identical in 
meaning with kapporeth ( jJ l'~ 3), cover (of the ark of the 
·.· -
covenant), and that therefore the word with them means pro-
pitiatory cover, is one of the most popular, most pregnant 
with results, and most baneful." 
In considering this passage, we must ask three questions: 
(l) Does hilasterion carry a sacrificial meaning? (2) If it 
does, can we particularize that meaning in terms of a place? 
(3) Is the idea that of (a) expiation; i.e., cleansing of 
sins; or (b) propitiation; i.e., placating God's anger; or 
(c) a more general one? 
1All passages from the Bible are quoted from the RSV unless 
otherwise specified. 
~ible Studies (Second Edition), p. 124. Of. D. Smith: 
The association of hilasterion '~ith the alien idea of 'pro-
pitiation' is at once an exegetical blunder and a theological 
misfortune 11 (The Atonement in the Light o.f History and the 
Modern Spirit, p. 162). 
(l) 
{ 2) 
(l) Does hilasterion in Romans 3:25a carry a sacrificial 
meaning? We turn first to a study by Deissmann.3 
Kapporeth occurs in the Old Testament only in P and in 
I Chronicles 28:11. It denotes the rectangular gold plate 
laid on the ark and coinciding precisely with the dimensions 
of the ark. Deissmann accepts Berg's conjecture that 
kapporet.h is elliptical for keli kapporeth ( /J 1''9 J "~ .::::>) 
.. - . 
. . . 
(instrument of cleansing, instrument of propitiation). This 
view he substantiates by Lagarde's identification of the 
Arabic kaffarat with the Hebrew kapporeth.4 Under the Arabic 
sys tem of law, kaffarat must be made under such conditions as 
the following: (a) when a vow is wilfully unfulfilled; 
(b) when a person takes certain legal actions, such as oath-
making ; (c) when a husband reproaches his wife; {d) when one 
has not fasted according to requirements. Kaffarat could take 
the form of the manumission of a slave, or fasting, or sadaka 
( i1 PlY). The application of kaffarat is seen in the story 
r-r: 
of a female slave who spilt hot broth on her master and 
scalded him. Her master's rather surprising reaction was: 
"Thou art free: perhaps this may be to thee a kaffarat for 
thy fright." Kapporeth and kaffarat seem to be independent 
etymologically, but go back to a common Semitic origin. 
Deissmann5 concludes that "kapporeth, like ka.f.farat, means 
3Encyclopedia Biblica, Volume III, Columns 3027-3035 
4-Ibid., PQlumn 3028 
5Ibid., Column 3029 
(3) 
1propj_tiation 1 ; it is used, however, in the Old Testament 
with x•eference to the thing which subserves the purpose of 
propitiation 11 • 
Deissmann counts twenty-six occurrences of hilasterion 
in the LXX. In twenty instances, it translates kapporeth. 
Five times it stands for ,azarah ( nlJ~). In Amos 9:1, 
T T • 
it renders kaphtor <l)f1'J'3). It is seen, then, that in the 
. -
LXX, hilasterion always refers to that which subserves the 
purpose of propitiation. 6 In Philo, the term is used to 
mean "propitiatory thing" and Symmachus uses the word twice 
to refer to the ark. 7 
Deissmann claims that hilasterion involves "propitiation", 
but not sacrifice. To demonstrate the non-sacrificial quality· 
which hilasterion allegedly has, he cites a number of instances 
from extra-Biblical sources. Among the Faiyum MSS. it is used 
adjectivally to describe thusia ( (} va- ( Cl.), and the meaning 
is a "propitiatory" sacrifice. Deissmann argues that if 
hilasterion necessarily involved sacrifice, it would not have 
6It will be understood that we are here summarizing 
Deissmann 1 s arguments, not stating our own views. One of 
the difficulties in Deissmann's presentation is that he does 
not maintain the usual distinction between the terms '~ro­
pitiation" and "expiation" (see above, page 1); e.g., he can 
speak of the ''propitiation" of sins, ibid., Column 303.5. 
See below, page .33.. --
7In Gen. 6:1.5,16, Symmachus twice has hilasterion to 
translate ha-tebah (LXX, kibotos) because, says Manson, 
"Symmachus took the ark to be what in the story it actually 
was, the only place in the world where man may seek and find 
the grace and mercy of God" (Journal of Theological Studies, 
Volume XLVI (194.5), p. 3). 
(4) 
been used in that kind of juxtaposition. The term has been 
found in inscriptions on monuments to pagan emperors where 
there is clearly no reference to sacrifice. Deissmann 
claims that there has yet to be discovered a single instance 
of the use of hilasterion to mean "propitiatory sacrifice". 
Deissmann's evidence is impressive, but it may be 
questioned whether all of it is relevant to Paul and whether 
he gives large enough place to the influence of the Old 
Testament upon Paul's thought and language. Even if Deissmann's 
interpretation of kapporeth in the Old Testament is granted, 
the instrument to which the term refers is nonetheless bound 
up with the sacrificial system. Deissmann seems to be guilty 
of using a conjectural reading of the text and an easy identi-
ficati.on of Old Testament ideas with Arabic law in the interest 
of reducing Old Testament terminology to its content in non-
Biblical usage. 
c. H. Dodd8 has made a thorough investigation of 
hilaskesthai ( ~ A~trKt:-tr {)4 l ) and its derivatives in the 
LXX. We now summarize his evidence. 
In addition to hilaskesthai and its derivatives, the 
LXX translators used the following terms to translate kipper 
( 1'33) and its derivatives: 
. . . . 
apaleipsai ( ~rrAAe-'Lc./Jat) as in Daniel 9;24 
exilasetai <~sc.A~crf-T14t) as in EXQdus ;JO:lO 
8Journal of Theological Studies, Volume XXXII, pp. 356ff. 
(repri nted in The Bible and the Greeks, pp. 82ff.). Al so 
F. Platt in Hastings' Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, 
Volume II, p. 281; Driver in Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible, 
Volume IV, pp. 128ff.; Westcott, The Epistles of St. John, P• 85. 
~ · 
kathariei {HA{)14..ptE-t' ) as in Exodus 30:10 
katharizein ( l<.t:c OAf ([ '-LII) as in Exodus 29:37 
katharismos ( l<ll OAf' rrr :s) as in Exodus 29:36 
' 0 ,.. ekkathariei (eA:~• 1!A.fL E-L) as in Deuteronomy 32:43 
kathara (KA()It..f~) as in Isaiah47:11 
c '1 hagiazein (Ayc•~E-LV} as in Exodus 29:33,36 
) 1\ I 9 
athooses (A C7~ wcrns) as in Jeremiah 18:23 
(.5 ) 
~~his list makes it clear that 'lwhere the LXX translators 
do not render kipper and its derivatives by words of the 
h i laskesthai class, they render it by words Hhich g ive the 
meaning 1 to sancti.fy 1 , 1puri.fy 1 persons or objects of ritual, 
or 1to cancel', ' purge away', 'forgive' sins. We should there-
fore expect to .find that they regard the hilaskesthai class as 
conve~ing similar ideas.'~O 
I n addition to kipper and its derivatives, the LXX 
translators used hilaskesthai and its derivatives to translate 
the .following: 
Chi tte I ( ex Q r:v' translated by exilaskesthai in the 
middle voice with a human subject, as in II Chronicles and 
Ezek iel, passim. Similarly, Ezekiel 43:23; 45:19, where 
exilasmon <:f, ). .. ,.,.,..ttv) stands for chitte 1 • Elsewhere 
9nodd notes that athooun means to declare or pronounce 
athoos (.free of guilt). Jeremiah 18:23 is the only LYJC 
passage in which athooun does not render some form o.f nakah 
(to be clean, pure, guiltless) . 11'i'hus the translators o.f 
Jerem.j_ah understood k'!i!pper , in the only place in that book 
where it occurs, to mean 1 to cancel sin', with God as 
subject" (The Bible and the Greeks, p. 84) . The sense is 
virtually "to forgive". 
l O Ibid • , p • 84 
(6) 
:> ' 1 
chitte 1 is rendered katharizein, aphagnizein (a. cj>Ayv t ~ E-lI/ ) , 
( I 1 ~ 1 
hrantizein ( p Q. ~ Tt ~ E-t .... ) , apotinnuein ( Q. TfO Tl. VV ~~~ '-"'). 
'asham ( aw~), translated by exilaskesthai and hilasmos 
c \ I 
( t 1\llt. trr o.s ) , as in Habakkuk 1:11; Amos 8:J.4. Dodd claims 
that this is a mistaken trans l ation. 
salach ( fl f> '"D) , translated by hilaskesthai in the middle 
- r 
v oice with a divine subject, as in II Kings 5:18; Psalm 24:11; 
I I Chr•onicle s 6:30. Elsewhere salach is rendered aph i enai 
.> I , ( tA.c#>t 6-V"-l.), aphairein ( a. cpa l f E~.,-), katharizein, .22:! 
mimne skein > ( OlJ fA "fA ~~'t') <TK'f-LV"). Exilasmos stands for 
s elichah ( i1 n "\ 1;, v) in Theodot ian Is translation of Daniel 
T" • : 
9:9 (IJXX has eleos (~Af.o.s.)). In Sirach 5:5,6, exilasmou 
(ef t ). ~trr oO) translates selichah and exilasetai renders 
yekapper ( l g J,). Salach is also translated by hilaskesthai 
~. - : 
in the passive voice with a divine subject • 
. 
Nasa' (0(~ ]) is rendered hileos gignesthai 
I -rr ~,. , 
y l y V E-0"' fJQ.' ) or euilatos gignestha.i ( E '-" L 11 c:c. ro s 
with a divine subject, as in Numbers 14:19; Psalm 
Cl \ 
( (i\f:'W" 
y [ yvE<TIJ~t «) 
98: 8. 
Sirach 16:7 has exilasato. Nasa' means "to take away guilt, 
iniquity, transgression, etc., i.e. forgive. • • In this 
sense nasa' is used in E; salach in D and P; both in J; 
nasa' also in early prophets, Samuel, and Job, and in 
earlier and latest Psalms; not in Jeremiah, Kings, Isaiah, 
Lamentations, Chronicles, Daniel, which use salach ". 11 
11Brown, Francis; Driver, S. R.; and Briggs, C. A., 
A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament, p. 671 
(7) 
Dodd states that the meaning is simply "to for give" and the 
s ense of nasa' is interchangeable with that of salach. 
Hilaskesthai in the passive and hileos gignesthai wi th 
a divine subject are used to render nicham (a n J) (''have 
-. 
compassion") and riham ( Q n I) <''have compassion"), as in 
-. 
Exodus 32:12,14. In Isaiah 54:10, hileos occurs without 
g ignesthai. 
Exilaskesthai in the middle voice with a human subject 
and God as object renders chillah ( jJ ~ n) ( 11to appease, 
~· 
pacify, propitiate"), as in Zechariah 7:2; 8:22; Malachi 
1:9. These t h ree passages give for the first time in this 
survey 
unmistakable examp les of the ordinary classical and 
Hellenistic sense of exilaskesthai, 11to propitiate " . 
In all other cases where chillah occurs in the Hebrew 
t he translators have avoided the rendering exilaskesthai: 
t he usual rendering is de i sthai (df-~tr9ttt) (ten times); 
elsewhere we find zetein ( t "_} TEi'll), ekzetein ( l1< z..,..,-~ cv), 
l:i.taneuein (~,r~""V£-t.V)(once each); also therapeuein 
(9f.p_a...,.,-EJ'-a.tl'), but not with the Deity as object. We 
may therefore ask whether there is not something ex-
ceptional about the usage in these three passages which 
accounts for the choice of a rendering otherwise avoided. 
I n the first and third of the passages there is a distinct 
tone of contempt: it is useless to think of 11placating 11 
Jehovah! In Zechariah 7:2-14 we have a repetition of the 
old prophetic declaration--not sacrifice of fasting , but 
j ustice and mercy are ~ehovah's demands. The burden of 
Malachi 1:9sqq. is ~ have no pleasure in you, saith 
Jehovah Zebaoth, neither will I accept an offering at 
your hand." Thus it seems clear that the translators 
have deliberately used exilaskesthai with a note of 
contempt for its standard meaning in pagan usage, as 
unworthy of the God of Israel. In Zechariah 8:22 the 
ca se is not so clear; but it is noteworthy that here, 
not Israel, but pagan peoples are represented as coming 
to "propitiate" Jehovah, and this may have influenced 
the translators in allowing the ordinary pagan sense of 
ex ilaskesthai ~o appear. The use is in any case clearly 
ex ceptional. l 
12The Bible and the Greeks, pp. 86,87 
( 8) 
~wo occurrences of exilaskesthai where it does not 
represent kipper remain to be considered. In Psalm 105:30, 
exilaskesthai in the middle voice with a human subject 
stands for pillel ( '-~ '5J> ("to intercede", "to pray 11 ) • The 
verb is very common in the Old Testament and is usually 
rendered euchesthai ( E-~,X ~~{)4. l) or proseuchesthai 
( rrfoa-~.;X.£-tr04l). In I Sanruel 6:3, exilaskesthai seems to 
stand for noda' ( Y'J )j). The passage is difficult; it 
seems that the translators were either paraphrasing or 
translating from a different text. 
Dodd summarizes the inquiry up to this point: 
Where words of the hilaskesthai class do not render 
kiJP.er and its derivatives, everywhere, except in the 
four cases last considered, they render words which fall 
into one or the other of two classes: (1) with human 
subject, "to cleanse from sin or defilement", "to expiate"; 
(;~) with divine subject, 11to be gracious", "to have mercy", 
"to forgive". It is noteworthy that in rendering words 
of the second class the passive and middle are used inter-
changeably. It looks as though there had been a develop-
ment towards this use of the word along two lines: (a) the 
usual pagan use of hilaskesthai gives it the meaning "to 
propitiate ", "make propitious "; hence the passive means 
"to be propitiated 11 ; "to become propitious"; and so of 
the Deity, "to be gracious 11 ; (b) the less common pagan 
use of exilaskesthai ••• gives it the meaning "to 
cancel sin 11 , 11to expiate", with a human subject. Where 
the subject is divine, as in many passages of the LXX, 
though apparently in no pagan writer, the act of can-
celling sin is an act of forgiveness, and so hilaskesthai 
and exilaskesthai acquire the meaning 11to forgive 11 , which 
is substantially identical with that of the passive, "to 
be gracious towards". This seems to be an entirely new 
usage, with no pagan parallels. The development of 
meaning lies in the realm of religious etperience and 
theology, not in the realm of philology. j 
l3Ibid., pp. 88,89 
(9) 
We turn now to the words or the hilaskesthai group used 
to translate kipper and its derivatives. 
Hilaskesthai, exilaskesthai are used in the middle voice 
with a human subject, expressed or i mplied, to render katha-
rizein, hagazein, athooun, apaleiphein, as in Leviticus 
16:16,33; Ezekiel 45:20; Daniel 9:24 (here Theodotian h as 
ex ilasasthai; LXX, apaleipsai); Sirach 3:30; Numbers 35:33; 
Deuter onomy 21:8; I Samuel 3:14. The same type or usage, 
but wi.th God as subject, is round in Psalm 114:4. Exilasmos 
and ex ilasis <~f:A4fT'"ts) stand for kippurim (Q, ~~ J)) 
. ... . 
and ka.pporeth in Exodus 30:10; Leviticus 23:27,28; Numbers 
29:11; I Chronicles 28:11. 
'l~e most frequent usage of hilaskesthai and exilaskesthai 
is in the middle voice with phrases introduced by the prepo-
~ I I c I 
sitions epi (E77"t.), peri (rre-f._), huper (v7Te-f), and with a 
human subject, as in Exodus 30:15,16; 32:30; Ezekiel 45:17, 
et passim, especially in Ezekiel and the Pentateuch. 
Hilaskesthai and exilaskesthai in the middle voice with 
a divi ne subject and the dative case are found in Psalm 127:38 
and Ezekiel 16:63. Dodd notes that the meaning is not dir-
ferent f'rom that of' hilaskesthai, with a divine subject and 
the accusative. 
Hilask esthai and exilaskesthai in the passive voice and 
h i l eo s ~esthai with a divine subject are found in Psalm 
78:9; II Chronicles 30:18,19; Deuteronomy 21:8. 
(10) 
Exilaskesthai in the middle voice with the accusative 
of the direct object and with a human subject yields the 
sense "to appease 11 , 11to placate" in Genesis 32:20 and 
Proverbs 16:14. Dodd finds no instance of this class where 
the object is Deity. 
1wice exilasma translates kopher ( ~~ ~), in I Samuel 
12:3 and Psalm 48:8. 
(A Jrf""), antallagma 
Kopher, usually translated by lutron 
<'tt v-r~~).•yr ~), antapodoma (~vr~arrtJ,Jt~, 
"is never a propitiatory offering, nor is there any ground 
.f or supposing that the LXX so understood it". 14 
Dodd summarizes the survey of the use of hilaskesthai 
and its derivatives to translate kipper and its derivatives 
in the LXX by noting that the conclusions reached under this 
last division correspond 
with the conclusions we have drawn from their use to 
render other Hebrew words, and .from the synonyms used 
elsewhere to render the same Hebrew words, viz. that 
the LXX translators did not regard kipper (when used 
as a religious term) as conveying the sense of propi-
tiating the Deity, but the sense of performing an act 
whereby guilt or defilement is removed, an~5accordingly rendered it by hilaskesthai in this sense. 
The common conclusion to which the three afor·ement ioned 
lines of investigation lead may be summarized as follo1r1s: 
There are only four passages in the LXX which could be 
made to support a different conclusion. Three of these 
we have seen to be definitely exceptional, and to indi-
cate that while the translators were aware of the meaning 
14rbid._, p. 92 
l5Ibid., p. 93 
(11) 
of hilaskesthai, "to propitiate the Deity", t h ey regarded 
it as inappropriate to the religion of Israel. In the 
f ourth passage, Psalm 105:30, I should be inclined, in 
view of the weight of the evidence, to take exilasato 
in its usual sense of "made an act of expiation 11 • For 
the rest, we have at the most faint echoes or reminiscences 
of a dead meaning. Thus Hellenistic Judaism, as repre-
sented by the LXX, does not regard the cultus as a means 
of pacifying the displeasure of the Deity, but as a means 
of delivering man from sin, and it looks in the last 
resort to God himself to perform that deliverance, thus 
evolvi~g a meaning of hilaskesthai strange to non-biblical 
Greek.lb 
Dodd's findings based upon linguistic study comport with 
Pedersen's analysis of the cultural phenomena of ancient 
Israel. One of Pedersen's observations about post-exillc 
Judaism is germane: 
Whatever the view taken of sacrifice, it always 
contained germs of what developed into the idea of 
a t onement. The worshiper purified himself and was 
sanctified by the sacrifice, he presented a gift to 
God, he partook of a meal with the God; in all the 
cases a new peace was creat ed for him through the 
sacrifice, a renewal of harmony. But the man could 
only be in harmony with God when he was ''whole". 
The sacrifice removed whatever ~'s wasting away his 
integrity, what was called sin. 
It should now be evident that hilasterion would 
inevitably have sacrificial associations in the mind of 
Paul. We turn to our· second question. 
( 2) Can we particularize the meaning of hilasterion in 
"' 
terms of a place? As we noted at the outset, Paul uses 
hilasterion only once. In addition to its use in Romans 3:25 
16 Ibid., p. 93 
17J. Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture, Volumes 
III, IV, p. 359 
( 12) 
there is only one other occurrence of the term in the New 
TestaLent. In Hebrews 9:5 hilasterion is used to refer quite 
obviously to the mercy seat of the ark of the covenant. One 
of the persisting translations of the term in Romans 3:25 is 
18 
mercy seat (Luther, Gnadenstuhl). This presses the sacri-
ficial association of the term to a very specialized meaning, 
and Sanday and Headlam19 have noted the "harshness, not to 
say confusion, in making Christ at once priest and victim 
and place of sprinkling". In Hebrews 9:11-14; 9:23-10:22, 
Christ is both priest and victim, but the figure is further 
mixed and complicated if He is made a "mercy seat". 
18Following is a tabulation of some of the major 
translations: 
1st Wycl., ''help ere" 
~nd ~-/ycl. , 11forgyver" 
'I'ynd., "a seate of mercy" 
Cov 1 d 11, "mercy sea te" 
Matt., "a seate of mercy" 
'I'av., "sea te of mercye" 
Gr ., "the obtayner of mercy" 
Gen., "a reconciliation" 
Bish., "propitiation 11 
Reims, "a prop it ia ti on rr 
KJV, "a propitiation" 
ERV, "a propitiation" 
ASV, "a propitiation 11 
RSV "an exniation 11 
' . Wey., "a mercy seat 11 
Mof., "the rreans of propitiation" 
Good., "a sacrifice o.f reconciliation" 
C.f. The Interpreter's Bible, Volume I, p. 103. 
19co~mentary on Romans (ICC), p. 87 
20 Stevens 
20G. B. Stevens, The Theology of the New Testament, 
p. 413 
(13) 
co1nments that Paul is nowhere else guilty of this kind of 
mixed fi gure. That the correspondences between Romans 3 and 
the Day of Atonement which rJia.nson21 strives to maintain are 
dependent upon his ability to demonstrate the emphati c 
quality of pro ( .,-f~ ) in protithemi ( rrfoTc' 07f" c. ) is 
clearly seen in his claim that 
Paul's application of Day of Atonement ideas to the 
Gospel has, as its first fruits, the new and startling 
notion of the display of the hilasterion. It is not 
hi.dden behind the veil: it is brought out in the open 
for all to see. The mercy seat is no longer kept in 
the sacred seclusion of the most holy place: it is 
brought out into the midst of the rough and tumble of 
t h e world and set up before the ey~~ of hostile, con-
temptuous, or indifferent crowds. 
F'or the following reasons it seems to us unnecessary to 
attrib ute to Paul this kind of mixed metaphorical meaning at 
this p oint. 
(a) To say that a ''mercy seat" is set forth seems incon-
gruous, for the sprinkling of the blood on the mercy seat was 
withheld from the eyes of the people. Th is incongruity re-
mains whether pro in proetheto ( TTfO ~ ~ E To) is taken with 
full seriousness or not. 23 The cross is, strictly speaking , 
21 T. W. Hanson, Journal of Theolog ical Studies, Volume 
XLVI, pp. l-10 
22I- "d ~., p. 5 
23Davies (Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 24l) gives 
evidence against Manson that the emphatic quality of pro is 
very improbable in protithemi. Sanday and Headlam {op. ci~, 
p. 87) prefer the translation ''whom God set forth publicly 11 
and suggest a parallel in Galatians 3:1, " ••• before whose 
eyes Jesus Christ was publicly portrayed as crucified 11 • 
"Publicly portrayed" {proegraphe) may be translated 
(J.4) 
the Christian ''mercy seat".24 
{b) The article is not used in Romans 3:25 as it is in 
Hebrews 9:5. If the word were used as a noun in Romans as 
in Hebrews, we should expect a similar use of the article. 25 
(c) Paul's purpose in writing the epistle makes it 
intrinsically improbable that he would have used a mixed 
26 figure that would cloud his presentation of the Gospel. 
(d) Paul is not as strongly influenced by LXX usage as 
is the writer of Hebrews. 27 
28 (e) Vincent Taylor has argued that "it is not St. 
Paul' s habit to allude to religious objects in the Levitical 
cultus, with the exception of the temple itself". Perhaps 
the f act that Taylor gives his arguments in a footnote leads 
him to state them too summaril y, for Davies 29 has shown 
"placa rded". The context of Romans 3: 25 is full of terms 
denoting the public quality of the death of Christ; e.g. 
pephanerotai, eis endeixin, pros ten endeixin. See also 
Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 129ff. 
24sanday and Headlam, op . cit., p. 87 
25G. B. Stevens, op. cit., p. 413; Vincent Taylor, 
Forgiveness and Reconciliation, p. 39; Davies, op. cit., 
pp. 239,240 
')6 £_ G. B. Stevens, op. ci t ., p. 413 
27 Ibid. , p. 413 
2Bo ·t p • Cl •, p. 39 
29He cites the rite of circumcision {Philippians 3:3; 
Colos s ians 2:11), logike latreia {Romans 12:1), Paul's habit 
of contrasting things Jewish and things Christian (op. cit., 
p. 239). It is not clear whether all of the items intro-
duced are strictly Levitical. 
(15) 
against Taylor that Paul does rather extensively use objects 
in the Levitical cultus to express his message. The point 
would seem to be that Paul used these objects crea t ively, 
and it is hardly necessary to believe that in Romans 3:25 
he has in a woodenly literal way transported the mercy seat 
into h is presentation. 
As previously stated,30 T. W. Manson has argued that 
the Day of Atonement was in the forefront of Paul's thinking 
when 'he wrote Romans. Manson tries to show precise corre-
s p ondences between the Je1rJ'ish Day of Atonement and the work 
of Je~ms Christ as described in Romans 3:25. We may summarize 
l1anson on this point by citing Davies' tabulation:31 
The Old Hilasterion 
1. Hidden in the holy of 
holies. 
2. Benefits depend upon 
ri tual. 
3. Expiation effective 
through blood. 
The New Hilasterion 
1. Displayed publicly 
(proetheto). 
2. Benefits depend on 
faith. 
3. Expiation through His 
blood. 
This tabula tion helps to underscore our previous assertion 
that r!Janson 1 s case is dependen t upon whether the emphatic 
force of p ro in protithemi can be maintained. 
The idea that Paul substitutes faith for ritual seems 
strange and is without documentation. 
30see above, p. 13. 
31
op. cit., p. 241 
(16) 
In the Old Testament there are conditions which must be 
fulfilled before the mercy of God is manifested. In 
the case of the kapporeth and the 1 azarah they include 
ritual requirements. Certain ritual acts must be per-
formed, and then God accepts his people and displays 
h is mercy. For Paul the place of ritual is taken by 
faith. All that man has to do is to approach the 
mercy seat in faith, and he will receive the benefits 
t hat God dispenses there.32 
Manson does not take into account the fact that the sacri-
ficial system is itself an expression of divine grace which 
makes provision for the re-establishment of broken relation-
ship. Paul was surely not unmindful of the prophetic criti-
cism of the divorce of faith and spiritual attitudes from 
the sacrificial system. Ritual and faith are not mutually 
exclusive. Ritual may be the means by which faith approaches 
the mercy seat. 
~funson does not stop with the suggestion that the thought 
and language of Romans l-3 reflect Paul's knowledge of the 
ritua of the Day of Atonement, but he goes on to theorize 
that "twas the specific observance of the Day of Atonement 
that followed most closely upon his reconciliation with the 
church at Corinth. Some thorny problems beset the study of 
Paul's relationships wi-ch the Corinthian Christians, and 
patent is the lack of proof for Manson's belief that Paul 
wrote before the Passover either when preparations were being 
made i n Ephesus or with the anticipation that the letter 
would be read at Corinth shortly before the time of the 
32 c T. W. Manson, op. cit., p. / 
(17) 
Passover. Likewise tenuous is Manson's parallel between 
Paul's comparison of the giving of the Law with the promul-
gation of the Gospel and the New Year Festival and a somewhat 
similar attempt to correlate Paul's comparison of earthly 
life ln the body with the Jews 1 dwelling in tabernacles and 
the Jewish Feast of Tabernacles. 
Manson's conclusion, admittedly lacking in finality, we 
quote in full: 
\l{e thus come to at least a tentative conclusion 
l i rucing up the epistles of this critical year of Paul's 
l i fe with the great festivals of Judaism. I Corinthians 
seems to be linked in date with the Passover--Passover 
w_th its recall of the deliverance of the Exodus and 
its constant looking forward to the greater deliverance 
ru1d the Messianic banquet. It is not perhaps an accident 
that I Corinthians makes use of the Eucharist and much 
33 of the final deliverance that is to come for Christians. 
Then the crisis in the Corinthian Church. 
Then reconciliation. 
And then the three great autumn festivals: Ne\-J Year , 
Day of Atonement, Tabernacles. All of these seem to have 
left their mark on II Corinthians and Romans. New Year 
with its emphasis on the giving of the Law leads in 
II Corinthians to the comparison with the promulgation 
or the Gospel--an event that inaugurates a new year , 
indeed a new era. Here too the adjacent Feast of 
Tabernacles suggests the thought developed in II Corin-
thians 5. 
Finally the whole theme of reconciliation, with 
its actual background in the relation between Paul and 
the Corinthian Church is worked out in Romans with 
references to the Day of Atonement and its ritual. 
It ~ a fascinating picture--if it is not too far-
fetched. 
33The use made of the Eucharist in I Corinthians is 
quite clearly to be traced to problems in the Corinthians' 
community life and not to Paul's meditations on the Day of 
Atonement or the Passover. See especially I Corinthians 
ll:l7ff. 
34op. cit., pp. 9,10 (underscoring mine} 
(18) 
If hilasterion is not to be translated mercy seat in 
Romans 3:25, it is hard for us to believe that in a passage 
richly filled with allusions to the Old Testament and ex-
plicit quotations from it Paul would have re-interpreted the 
term substantively. It is not at all necessary to take the 
word as a neuter accusative noun. It may be taken, as it is 
in the LXX of Exodus 25:16,17 as a masculine adjective, 
Cl 
modify ing hon ( oV'): ''Whom God set forth with exp iatory 
pov.rer. rr35 This construction fits well with tb.e emphatic 
) .... 
autou ( t;t v ro u) in the clause that follows. 
Our conclusion is that hilasterion in Romans 3:25 is 
defin · tely a sacrificial term, but that its significance is 
quite general. The term is intended to describe God's work 
of deEu ing with sin, wh ich He accomplished in Christ. 
V:Te have already anticipated our third question and a 
part of its answer. 
(3) Is the idea that of (a) expiation; i.e., cleansing 
of sins; or (b) propitiation; i.e., placating God's anger; 
or (c a less sp ecific one. There is certainly nothing of 
the pa gan notion of man's ability to appease a furious God. 
I n a aubsequent chapter we shall deal with Paul 1 s use of 
"the vlrath of God", but we may note here our conclusion that 
35so Denney , Expositor's Greek Testament, Volmne II, 
p. 611 . Aga i nst Seeberg , .he discounts IV Maccabees 17:22 
because of the doubtful tex tual reading . Along with Denney, 
H. A. A. Kennedy, A. R. S . Kennedy, Sanday and Hea dlam, James 
Stewart, C. A. A. Scott, and Kirk may be mentioned as advo-
ca tes of t h is approach. 
(19) 
this phrase is not crudely emotional in its Pauline usag e. 
It is important to remember that it is God who set forth 
Christ. Emphasis is placed upon the divine initiative. 
In Christ, God has accomplished what Has necessary to 
change the wrath-relationship into fellowship.3 6 
ust as Adam was the representative of the old, sin-
ful hlmmnity, Chr ist is the Head of a New Humanity; and in 
view of His work, God forgives the sins of those who are 
11in Him 11 without compromising His moral nature. Though it 
is not wi thin the scope of this paper to g ive a development 
of the idea, we may note the importance of the Old Testament 
concept of "corporate re rsonality" for an adequate approach 
to Paul's understanding of the death of Jesus.J7 
?6 ~' Whether the change had to be produced in God or in 
man Pa.ul is not concerned to say. This has, of course, been 
one of the p oints of debate in the history of the doctrine 
of the atonement. Paul has no one "theory of the atonement". 
We may believe that the Anselmic and classic approaches 
would be more congenial to his line of thought than some of 
the other historic interpreta tions, but it must be admitted 
that I'aul knows nothing of such metaphysical concep ts as 
"satisfaction" and "merits". He is prirn..arily reporting an 
encounter with the living God, not indulg ing in rational 
speculation. 
37c. A. A. Scott has deal t with this in Saint Paul : 
The Han and the Teacher, pp. lOOff'. In this connection, 
Scottis treatment of' the theme of obedience in relation to 
the death of Jesus may be mentioned, Christianity Accord ing 
to St . Paul, p . 94; cf. Davies, op. cit., pp. 2S9ff. See 
also F'eine, New Testament Theolog_I, p. 304. 
( 20) 
"As through one man 1 s obedience the many were ranked as 
sinne s, so through the obedience of one the many shall be 
rank ed as righteous ( Romans 5:19, C. A. A. Scott's trans-
lation). "God was in Christ, -vmrking for the removal of 
the estranging barrier which man's sin had interposed. rr3 8 
We conclude that in Romans 3:25, the only passage in 
whi ch Paul ever even remotely suggests the conception of 
the death of Jesus as a sacrificial appeasement, his 
intention is to show that Christ is the restorer of 
friendly relations between God and man; and tha t, in viev.r 
of HiE: work, this fr iendly rela tion is established without 
any compromise of God's absolute moral standards and oppo-
sition to evil.39 Paul's emphasis is upon God's initiative ; 
and Parsons is engaging in false dilemmas when he asserts 
that i n Romans 3:21-26 the death of Jes"C~ s 11 is explained as 
a propitiation, that is, something vrhich enables the Deity 
to take up a favorable attitude otherwise impossible f or 
h • II 40 liD • 
38James Stewart , A Man in Christ, p. 217 
39cf . Denney , Studies in Theology, p. 116 
4-0E. W. Pars ons, The Religion of the New Testament, p. 79. 
Cf. We stcott: 11The scriptural connotation of hilaskesthai is 
not that of appeasing one who is angry, with a personal feel-
ing, against the offender; but of altering the character of 
that which from without occasions a necessary alienation, and 
interp oses an inevitable obstacle to fellowship. Such phr a ses 
as 'p r opitiating God' and God 'being reconciled' are foreign 
to the language of the New Testament. Man is reconciled to 
God (II Corinth ians 5:18ff.; Romans 5:10f.). There is a 
( 21) 
1ratian in his "Address to the Greeks" raises the 
ques t :ion: "How can I reverence gods who are eager for 
presents and angry if they do not receive them? "4l When 
Paul thinks of the death of Jesus as sacrificial, the 
thou ght is that God makes p rovision to bring into full 
expression the grace that is deep-seated in His own 
nature. "This revelation of the divine mystery of love 
in the midst of the reality of wrath is the 'propitiation' 
(hila:3mos) • ,t42 
' propitia tion' in the matter of the sin or of the sinner. 
The love of God is the same throughout; but He 1 cannot 1 in 
virtue of His very Natur.e welcome the impenitent and sinful: 
and more than this, He 'cannot' treat sin as if it were not 
sin. 11 ( The Epistles of St. John, p. 87). 
L~1section on "Ridicule of the Heathen Divinities 11 , 
Ante-Nicene Fathers (Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, 
eds.) , Volmne II, p. 69 
L~2Emil Brunner, The Media tor, p. 520. Hilasmos is not 
a Pauline term. It occurs in the New Testament only in 
I John 2:2; 4:10. If the word "propitiation" has any place 
at all in Christian vocabulary, it would seem tha t its 
meaning would have to be limited to some such definition as 
that offered by Brunner. 
CHAPTER II 
(HE) ORGE ((TOU) THEOU) IN PAUL 
One of the reasons for the 11baneful 1143 interpretations 
of Romans 3:25, which Deissmann laments, has been the mis-
understanding of "the wrath of God" in the writings of Paul. 
l..Je tur•n now to a study of this term for further corroboration 
of t h e conclusions reached in the last chapter. 
Hitschl was carrying to the extreme a rather prominent 
tendency among some moderns to attempt to minimize orge in 
the Christian conception of God when he wrote: "The notion 
of the affection of Hrath in God has no religious wo1.,th for 
Christians, but is an unfixed and formless theologoumenon. 1144 
Crudely m1christian ideas of the wrath of God have led to the 
perversion of the Gospel and have been the cause of the in-
troduetion of heathenish notions into Christian thinking. 
A survey of the passages in which Paul uses the idea of 
wrath may help us to avoid the pitfall of some traditional 
approaches and the equally serious danger of "modernizing" 
the ap ostle. 
IJ~he expression (he) orge ( (tou) theou) occurs in Paul 
in the following passages:45 
43see above, p! 1. 
44Quoted by Orr in Hastings' DicQonary of the Bible, 
Volume I, p. 98 
45I am not unmindful of the difficulties involved in 
( 22) 
( 23) 
Romans 1:18: 11For the wrath of God is revealed 
f1•om heaven against all ungodliness and wickedness of 
men who by their wickedness supress the truth. " 
Romans 2:.5: "But by your hard and impenitent 
heart you are storing up wrath for yourself on the day 
of' wrath when God's righteous judgment will be revealed. 
Romans 2:8: " ••• but for those who are factious 
and do not obey the truth, but obey wickedness, there 
wi ll be wrath and fury. 11 
Romans 3:.5: "But if our wickedness serves to show 
the justice of God, what shall we say? That God is un-
just to inflict wrath on us? (I sp e ak in a human way.)" 
Romans 4:1.5: 11For the law bring s wrath, but where 
there is now law there is no transgression." 
Romans 5:9: "Since, therefore, we are now jus ti-
fied by his blood, much more shall vie be saved by him. 
from the wrath of God." 
Romans 9:22: 11What if God, desiring to show his 
wrath and to make known his power, has endured with 
much patience the vessels of wrath made for destruction." 
Romans 12:19: "Beloved, never avenge yourselves, 
but leave it to the wrath of God; for it is written, 
'Vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord'." 
Romans 13:4,.5: " ••• for he is God's servant for 
your good. But if you do wrong, be afraid, for he does 
not bear the sword in vain; he is the servant of God to 
execute his wrath on the wrongdoer. Therefore one must 
be subject, not only to avoid God's wrath but also for 
the sake of conscience. 11 
Ephesians 2:3: "Among these we all once lived in 
the passions of our flesh , following the desires of · 
body and mind, and so we were by nature children of 
wr•ath, like the rest of mankind. 11 
Ephesians 4:31: '~et all bitterness and wrath and 
anger and clamor and slander be put away from you, with 
all malice ••• 11 
Ephesians .5:6: "Let no one deceive you with empty 
words, for it is because of these things that the wrath 
of God comes up on the sons of disobedience." 
Colossians 3:6,8: "On account of these the wrath 
of God is coming ••• But now put them all away: anger, 
wrath, mal ice, slander, and foul talk from your mouth. 11 
I Thessalonians l :10: ". • • and to wait for his 
Son from heaven, whom he raised from the dead, Jesus who 
delivers us from the wrath to come." 
attributing Ephesians to Paul. Schola rly opJ.nJ.on is divided 
and there are top-ranking men on both sides. I feel, there-
fore, that I am not b ypassing a critical issue in including 
Ephe sians in t h is list. 
( 24) 
I Thessalonians 2:16: " .•• by hindering us from 
speaking to the Gentiles that they may be saved--so as 
al1.vays to fill up the measure of their sins. But God 1 s 
wrath has come upon them at last!" 
I Thessalonians .5:9: "F or God has not destined us 
for wrath, but to obtain salvation through our Lord 
Jesus Christ. " 
The r eference in Ephesians 4:31 and Colossians 3:8 is clearly 
to wrath as a human quality , and we need not consider these 
passages in our study. Even a superficial reading of the 
references to (he) orge ((tou) theou) makes it obvious, 
Rits chl to the contrary notwithstanding, that the concept 
is significant for an understanding of Paul. 
Attempts have been made to relegate the co n cept of' 
wrath to eschatology.46 The eschatological emphasis is 
patent in Romans 2:.5; 5:9; I Thessalonians 1:10. But 1r1rath 
is jmlt as patently a present reality in Romans 1:18; 
Ephesians 2:3; .5:6; I Thessalonians 2:16. In Romans 1:18, 
where we may have expected the perfect or the future tense 
of the verb, the present is found: "For the wrath of God 
is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and wickedness 
of men who by their wickedness supress the truth." God 1 s 
wra th is being revealed even as His righteousness is being 
reveal ed. The parallelism in verses 17 and 18 is significant. 
Just as the revelation of the righteousness of God is a 
present reality, so the revelation of Hiswrath is a present 
and continuous reality. The aorist in I Thessalonians 2:16 
!~6 so Denney, Sanday and Headlam, Garvie. Among the 
dissenters are Weiss, Snaith , Wahlstrom. 
( 25) 
has somewhat the same si gnificance. It is intere s ting and 
instructive to note that in the Beelzebul controversy 
( Ha tthew 12: 25-37; Nark 3:23-30; Luke 11:17 -23) the same 
verb phthano ( cp{)ivw) in the same tense (the aorist) is 
used :in our Lord 1 s statement that "the k ingdom of God is 
upon y ou" (Matthew 12:28; Luke 11:20). Jesus' p reaching 
the Good News of the Kingdom of God and His exorcisms evi-
de nced the present reality of the kingdom, and the machi-
nations of those who would hinder the extension of His 1vork 
meant the equally present visitation of wrath (I Thessalonians 
2:14-16). Even if it could be established that wrath is for 
Paul exclusively eschatological, it would still be true as 
Denney admits, that "there is no such thing as a future 
wh ich is not the future of the present".47 God is a self-
cons is tent being , and He v-1ho will judge His people with 
ri ghteousness is He who tabernacles with them. Salvation 
and judgment cam1ot be divided as present and future 
realities, respectively.48 Nor can grace and wrath represent 
a r eal dualism in the relations h ip of God with man. 
47Ja~es Denney, The Christian Doctrine of Reconciliation, 
p. 228 
4 8of the ttventy-two occurrences of sozo in Paul, seven 
are future passive, two are future active-Tllot of divine 
activity), two may be either future indicative or aorist 
subjunctive, five are aorist passive. Three of these are 
subjm1ctive (note the affinity of the future indicative with 
the aorist subjunctive) and the other t1.vo aorist passives 
are indicative and infinitive. Of the remaining occurrences, 
three are present passive, two are perfect passive (both of 
these are in Ephesians), and one is aorist active. 
( 26) 
Where the reality and importance of the present nature 
of the wrath of God have been maintained, there have been 
two extremes of interpretation. One is so untenable that 
we shall merely mention it without discussion. Ultra-
literalism in the interpretation of Old Testament anthropo-
pathisms and the figurative language of apocalyptic have 
resulted in the description of God as a temperamental being, 
who is given to fitful rages of anger and retaliation. This 
conception of God is an insult to the divine love; it de-
scribes God in terr~ of emotion that we would frown upon 
even in huraan personality. Violent reaction to this mis-
conception has carried interpreters too far to the extreme 
in another line of approach. C. H. Dodd argues that orge 
is tantamount to "an inevitable process of cause and effect 
in a moral universe".49 There may be passages in which 
wrath is used "in a curiously impersonal way" • .50 There was 
surely a place in the thinking of Paul for the interplay of 
impersonal factors with personality, but the question is 
whether Paul, whose description of the relationship between 
God and man is in warmly personal terms would use "God 11 in 
the genitive to describe an abstract factor in its relation 
to personality. There are three sure instances of the use 
of the full expression orge theou in Paul: Romans 1:18; 
49The Epistle to the Romans (Moffatt New Testrunent 
Commentary), pp. 20ff. 
5o Ibid., p. 21 
( 27) 
Ep h esians 5:6; Colossians 3:6.51 '~is wrath" occurs in 
Romans 9:22 and 13:4. Dodd argues a gainst a personal inter-
pretation of wrath from the fact that nGod 11 is neve r the 
sub j eet of the verb rtto be angry''. But does this note assume 
that personal 'lwrath" necessarily involves "being angry"? 
This a ssump tion seems to underlie Dodd's. treatment. He 
concludes: "In the long run we cannot think with full con-
s istency of God in terms of the h ighest human ideals of 
personality and yet attribute to Him the irrational passion 
of anger . 1152 Dodd's assumption and his conclusion seem to 
rest on the false dilemma that(he) orge ((tau) theou) must 
mean either "the irrational passion of anger" or "an inevi-
table process of cause and effect". This argumentum a 
silentio is apparently st-Jengthened by the way Paul uses 
other nouns and verbs. 
If' he speaks of "the love of God" he also says plainly 
tha t "God loved us" (II Thessalonians 2:16; Ep hesians 
2:4) and that we are nloved by God 11 (I The ssalonians 
1 :4'; , Colossians 3 :12); if he speaks of "the grace of 
God", he also says ~hat ''God dealt graci ously with us"--
t .he noun charis ( )(_Q..pr.s), the verb charizesthai 
(X~f.l lEcrG~t ) ·~cdlossians 3:13); if he speaks of 
"the faithfulness of God" ( Romans 3:3), he also says 
that "God is faithful" (I Corinthians 1:9; 10:13; 
I Thessalonians 5:24). Thus we take love, grace, and 
f a ithfulness, without hesitation, as describing--
anthropomorphically, no doubt, in a sense--the personal 
51 vmether tau theou belong s with orges in Romans 2:5 is 
op en to question. Though tau theou is not in the best 
manuscripts of I Thessalonians 2:16, it is translated in 
RSV. RSV also translates "the wrath of God" in Romans 5:9; 
12:19. 
5 2Dodd, op • cit • , p. 24 
( 28) 
attitude of God to men. The fact that God is never 
made the subject of the v erb 11to be angry" should make 
us hesitate to conclud5
3
that Paul thought of God's 
anger in the same way. 
This argument seems specious not only because of the 
intrinsic weaknesses of the argumentum a silentio but also 
beca use of the unrealistic extensions of which it is capable . 
Should we, for exruaple, argue from the fact that Paul never 
uses 11God 11 dire ctly as the subject of sozo to the conclusion 
that for the apostle there is something "curiously impersonal" 
about salvation? Admittedly, the parallel between Dodd's 
argmaent and our extension of it is not complete; but it is 
certainly close enough to give us pause. Dodd finds in 
G lr 1 ° t t f 0 1 { ) ..J.. / ) reea 1 era ure no occurrence o ep1pnero Err l "t' €-f c.u 
(used in Romans 3:5) meaning to g ive vent to passion against 
persons . According to his list the verb is used only with 
such objects as 11war 11 , 11an accusation 11 , "punishment". 
Liddell and Scott give orgas as the object of epiphero in 
passages in Cratinus and Thucydides.54 vle find Dodd's use 
of Otto's analysis rather unconvincing. Has the idea of 
the 11numinous 11 really undergone the kind of development in 
Christianity ~rhich Dodd believes has taken place "\-Ji th the 
idea of wrath? The answer would seem to be no. Else God 
would be equated with the universe. 
53Ibid., p. 21 
54A Greek-English Lexicon (Fifth Edition), p. 507 
( 29) 
It "t·muld seem that .Paul's idea of 11wrath 11 is best repre-
sented not by a purely eschatolog ical interpretation nor by 
crude anthrop opathism nor by a purely abstract con ception. 
Wrath is that activity of the divine love, f or which there 
is no exact counterpart in human personality , 55 vJ'hich stands 
. 56 in r adical and dynamic opposition to Sln. It is completely 
moral . The God Who has comr~nded us to love one another is 
not a being viciously set on revenge. He is "the H01md of 
Heaven",57 constantly seeking lost humans in order to bring 
them into fellowship with Himself. A part of that seeking 
55cf. the juxtaposition of the assertion concerning 
God's love in Romans 5:8 and the reference to wrath i n 5:9. 
"This is indeed t he highest revelation of His love that He 
does not seek the transient happiness of man, but his eternal 
salvation 11 (Weiss, The Religion of the New Testament, p . 105). 
D. M. Baillie dissents from Dodd's view and describes God's 
vJ'rath in terms of love 1 s attitude to sin (God Was in Christ, 
p. 189). Ra·ymond H. Swartzback concludes a "Biblical Study 
of the Word 1 Vengeance 1 11 with the statement that n. • • we 
can never speak of the 'love' and 'justice' without reflecting 
upon his 'wrath ' and 1vengeance 'n (Interpretation, October 
1952, p. 4.57). 
56This is an attempt at an original definition. It may 
be helpful to gather here a few definitions from modern 
literature: "the holiness of God in unvarying opposition 
to h1.1111an corruption, in lust, selfishness and moral a trophy 11 
(Quimby); "the consuming fire of inexorable divine love in 
relation to our sins" (Baillie); "the divine reality that 
corresponds to sin" (Brunner); "attitude of divine love 
toward wilful sin" (Stevens); "totality of the divine re-
action to sin" (Ste-vrart); "the manifestation, sometimes 
suddenly and immediately experienced, of that aversion to 
sin which is part of his (God 1 s) character" ( Snai th); ''holy 
displeasure at sin" (Nygren) • 
.57cf. Francis Thompson's famous poem by this title. 
(30) 
activ i ty, a part of His activity of reconciling, is the reve-
lation of His hostility to sin so that His children know with 
unmistakable clarity what His attitude is to sin so that He 
may t each them to be hostile to it and make them His instru-
ments for the establishment - of righteousness. "Wrath" may 
be used to describe the final judgment, but again that judg-
ment will be the personal activity of a personal God. The 
Law awakens a consciousness of sin and with that consc i ous-
ness there comes a realization of God's hostility to sin 
( Romans 4:15). Israel to whom this Law was given had be-
come "vessels of wrath" (Romans 9: 22). It is not necessary 
to hold that wrath is .impersonal even in a metaphor like the 
foregoing; for Israel because of her apostasy had come to 
show her Gentile neighbors the intensity of God's personal 
hostility to sin--even the sin of His chosen people. Paul 
can even contrast wrath with such an intensely personal 
activity as salvation (I Thessalonians 5:9). It is open to 
serious question whether the apostle would set salvation 
against "an inevitable process of cause and effect in a 
moral universe 11 • 5B 
It has not been our purpose to attemp t a complete 
study of (he) orge ((tou) tbeou) in Paul. This would 
involve the examination of such Pauline concepts as right-
eousness, judgment, salvation. Our survey has been adequate 
to provide substantiation for a part of our conclusion in 
58Dodd, op. cit., p. 21 
(31) 
the previous chapter. Not only does hilasterion not mean 
sacrificial appeasement, but f or Paul there was no need that 
such a.n appeasement be offered, for God has no "irrational 
passion of anger" to be appeased. 
CHAPTER III 
THE LANGUAGE OF "BLOOD" IN PAUL 
We turn now to an examina tion of the passages in wh ich 
Paul use s the phrase "the blood of Christ" or similar 
language involving blood. 
FollovJing are the passages which we must consider:59 
Romans 3:25a: "Whom God put forward as an expiation 
by his blood, to be received by faith." 
Romans 5:9: "Since, therefore, we are now justified 
by his blood, much more shall we be saved by him from the 
wrath of God. 11 
I Corinthians 10:16: "The cup of blessing which -v1e 
bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? 
The bread which we break, is it not a participa tion in 
t h e body of Christ? 11 
I Corinthians 11:25: ''In the same way also the 
cup, after supper, say ing, 1This cup is the new covenant 
in my blood. Do this, as often as you drink it, in re-
membrance of me. 11 
I Corj_nthians 11:27: "Whoever, therefore, eats the 
bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy 
manner will be guilty of profaning the body and blood of 
the Lord." 
Ephesians 1:7: "In h im we have redemption through 
h is blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses, according 
to the riches of his grace." 
Ephesians 2:13: "But nov-1 in Christ Jesus you who 
once were far off have been brought near in the blood 
of Christ." 
Colossians 1:19,20: "For in him all the fullness 
of God was pleased to dwell, and through him to recon-
cile to himself all things, whether on earth or in 
heaven, making peace by the blood of his cross." 
59Paul 1 s address at Miletus speaks of "the church of 
God which he purchased 1-vi th his own blood" (Acts 20:28) • 
vfu ile we do not consider the speeches of Paul given in Acts 
as primary material for the reconstruction of his theology, 
the aforementioned passage parallels his thought as set 
forth in his letters. "This striking passage obviously 
bears a sacrificial meaning; it implies that the Church is 
the New Israel which God has gained for Himself by the life 
of Jesus freely surrendered in death. Such an idea stands 
(32) 
{33) 
These passages have been given widely different inter-
pretations by students of Paul. C. A. A. Scott and Deissmann 
have attempted in very different ways to dissociate Paul's 
( 
references to the blood of Christ from the Old Testament. 
Concerning Romans 3:25, Scott60 writes: 
The allusion to the blood of Christ, here as in other 
passages in Paul, is probably connected not with any 
Levitical teaching as to the function of the blood in 
some of the sacrifices, but rather with the overv;helming 
irr~ression which Paul had received as a spectator of the 
Cruc if ixi on. 
Deissmann61 describes Paul's references to the blood of Christ 
as a "vivid v.ray of realizing the Living One v-;ho is also the 
Crucified, and with whom Paul lives in mystic, spiritual 
fellowship of blood". He concludes his treatment of 
hilasterion with these words: 
God ms openly set forth the crucified Christ in His 
blood before the eyes of the world, to the Jews a 
stumbling block, to the Greeks foolishness, to us by 
faith a hilasterion. The crucified Christ is the votive 
gift set up by God Himself for propitiation of sins ••• 
out so boldly against the background of Acts, and is so 
closely in harmony with Pauline teaching that it is reasonable 
to infer tha t the passage reproduces St. Paul's actual words 
to the Ephesian elders" (The Atonement in New Testament 
Teaching, p. 21). 
60Foot-notes to St. Paul, p. 25. Cf. the same author 
in Christianity According to St. Paul (p. 87): "These varied 
and positive effects which Paul ascribes to the 'blood of 
Christ', though they find a faint analogy in the Levit i cal 
sacrifices, point to a much wider meaning for the phrase. 
It stands for the death of Christ in its completeness and in 
all the horror of its circumstances. 11 
61The Religion of Jesus, p. 179; cf. St. Paul, p. 198. 
(34) 
Christ, the exalted sp iritual Lord, in whom the believer 
lives, moves, and has his being, is, as faith in the 
blood-communion with Him ever proves Him to be, g iven 
to us by God as our g2er-present propitiat or, our con-
tj_nual propitiation. 
Scott could be taken more seriously on this point if it -v.rere 
not for the fact that his assertion concerning the Crucifixion 
is patently not demonstrable. Deissmann's sentence is such a 
jumble of words and antagonistic ideas that it has but limited 
meaning , except that it is characteristic of his tendency to 
interpret the references to blood in a mystical way. 
Before we proceed to sketch what we believe to be a 
more adequate approach to the understanding of the language 
of blood in Paul, we note briefly the view of another inter-
preter who divests 'ttlood 11 of its sacrificial overtones. 
While admitting that Paul thinks of the death of Christ as 
sacrificial especially in view of the self-forgetting love 
which motivated it, E. F. Scott63 makes 'ttlood 11 only a 
"synonym for a violent death". The references to blood 
impl y only llthat Christ died a violent death, like a soldier 
on the field of battle--only in this instance the death was 
also the stroke of victory". 
62Encyclopedia Biblica, Volume III, Column JOJ5. C~. 
J. Beh.rn 's claim that nthe blood of Christ" like the 11Cross" 
is "only a vivid expression for the death of Christ in its 
redemptive significance" (quoted by Vincent Taylor, The 
Atonement in New Testament Teaching, p. 24). ---
63The Epistles of Paul to the Colossians, to Philemon, 
and to the Ephesians (Moffatt New Testament Commentary), 
pp. 26,143 
(35) 
~Phat the interpretations of the two Scotts and Deissmann 
are not the only possibilities becomes obvious when we survey 
the s yntactic associations in which the exp ression "the blood 
of Chr'ist 11 or similar phl'"'ases occur in the New Testament. 
~ves t cott64 has distinguished four types of grammatical 
structure in wh ich these phrases are found: 
(a) dia with the genitive meaning "through 11 , '~y means 
of"; e. g ., Acts 20:28; Ephesians 1:7; Hebre-vm 9:12 
(b) dia with the ~ccusative meaning "by reason of 11 ; 
e.g., Revelation 12:11 
(c) ~denoting the believer's living connection with 
the source of life; e. g ., Romans 5:9; Ephesians 2:13; 
Hebrews 10:19; Revelation 1:5; 5:9; 7:14; cf. Romans 3:25; 
I Corinthians 11:25; Hebrews 9:22,25; 13:20 
(d) simple instrumental case; e.g., I Peter 1:19 
It is instructive to note that in five of the seven 
passages with references to the blood of Christ the phrase 
65 is introduced by en. It is difficult to say when the 
phrase has the general idea of relating the believer to the 
source of life and when it is instrumental. In tabula ting 
the us e s of' ~with any g iven noun, it is necessary to 
remember that the fact that the preposition occurs with 
the same noun in a large number of passages does not 
necessarily mean that one meaning can be assigned to all 
11:25 
61+Epistle to the Ephesians, pp. 11,12 
6[) ~Romans 3:25; 5:9; Ephesians 2:13; I Corinthians 10:16; 
(36) 
66 the passages. Granted that the instrumental element is 
patent in Romans 5:9, it is probable that justifica tion 
"thr ough his blood 11 is set in a larger context. It seems 
to be correlative with reconciliation "through his death" 
~ \ I in 5:10. Paul can describe apolutrosis (o.-,rol\vTf1141rc~ as 
being "in Christ Jesus n67 and 11through his blood". 68 If, 
as Sanday and Headlam69 maintain, the phrase 11 in Christ" or 
"in Christ Jesus 11 always refers to the glorified Christ, we 
have thus established a point of contact between the blood 
terminology of Paul and the glorified Christ. In a subse-
quent section we shall note how easily Paul passes from one 
metaphor to another and even makes them appositives.7° 
With equal ease he can pass from one "en" phrase to another 
and use them almost interchangeably. 
'I'he truth toward which the above has been pointing 
emerges more clearly when we note that Paul can speak of the 
work of Christ in metaphors involving the idea of blood with-
out using the language of death. 71 Thanatos (9,vel.rO.s) 
66 C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek, 
pp. 75:ff. Vincent Taylor quotes Weiss against Deissmann 1 s 
attempt to assign only one emphasis to the phrase "in Christ 11 ., 
Forg iveness and Reconciliation, pp.ll3ff. 
67 Romans 3:24 
68Ephesians 1:7 
69 Op • cit. , pp. 86, 87 
70see below, p. 
71Ryder-Smith points out the connection between the use 
(37) 
and §j)Othanein (~n-o {)l4. ~ ""'") are not found in Ephesians , 
for e:cample, in which t1.v-o of our references to the blood 
of Christ are found.7 2 In Galatians, Paul has much to say 
about the cross of Christ, but he never mentions the blood 
of Cbrist . 73 Paul describes the Christian's relationship 
~vi th God as made possible through Christ in such phrases as 
• ) .... tj' ) .., 
en to haimat1 autou ( f-" r"'t A tr a.r\. e& v r• u ) , dia tou 
thanatou tou huiou autou ( J t l ro;; 
v roO -.t-rou), en te zoe autou ( :" Tff 
dia tou kuriou hemon Iesou Christou ( cJ t ~ 
1 - :1 -) !# ~~ fA.VTOtl , 
.. 
.,r .... 
"lcrou X p urro ~) . The essential unity of all 
these expressions appears when we recall Leviticus 17:10-12,14: 
If' any man of the house of Israel or of the strangers 
that sojourn among them eats any blood, I will set my 
face against that person VJho eats blood, and will cut 
h:i..m off from among his people. For the life of the 
flesh is in the blood; and I have given it for you 
up on the altar to make atonement for your souls; for 
it is the blood that makes atonement, by reason of the 
of ''blood 11 and the death of Christ in passages not specif-
ically referring to the death of Christ: "Since in passages 
not r eferring to Christ's death, ••• 1blood 1 refers to the 
death not to life, we are to assume that in a phrase like 
'the blood of Christ', the term 'blood' also refers to the 
sruae fact of death." None of the references given to support 
this vie-vJ are from Paul. Ryder-Smith underscores a conclusion 
to VJhich the present paper is working when he suggests that 
the sacrificial practices of the Old Testament do not at all 
express the idea of Resurrection, but in Paul there is an 
inseparable connection between the Death of Jesus and the 
Resurrection. 11It is not too much to say that the emphasis 
on the Death of Christ in the New Testament is just as clear 
as the lack of emphasis on the death of the sacrifices in 
the Old. 11 (The Bible Doctrine of Salvation, pp. 211ff.). 
7 21:7; 2:13 
e.g., 2: 20 ; 3 : l ' 13; 5 : 11 ; 6 : 12' 1~-
(38) 
lj_fe. Therefore I have said to the people of Israel, 
No person among you shall eat blood, neither shall any 
stranger who sojourns among you eat blood • • • • For 
t he life of every creature is the blood of it; therefore 
I have said to the people of Israel, You shall not ea.t 
t h e blood of any crea ture for the life of every cre a ture 
is its blood; whoever eats it shall be cut off. 
An exe gesis of this passage is not necessary f or our 
7l.i purpose. ' \'le may summarize its significance for our under-
standing of Paul by reference to two modern scholars. 
According to Davies, 75 the passage from Leviticus means that 
by the outpouring of blood life vJas cleansed, and in 
offering this to God the worshipper believed that the 
estrangement between him and the Deity vJaS annulled, 
or that the defilement which separated them was 
cleansed. 
In sumi~rizing the significance of sacrifice in the Old 
Testament, Vincent Taylor76 writes: 
74The following passage from J. Pedersen is apropos: 
"Also the blood is the soul. Life is very closely conne cted 
with this red fluid which runs through the body; if it runs 
out, life itself runs out. The connection may be expressed 
by the soul being in the blood: 1The soul of the flesh is 
in the blood' (Leviticus 17:11), and also from another p oint 
of vie-tf the blood belongs to the soul, is in it (Genesis 9:5; 
Jeremiah 2:34). But as a r ule it is said that the soul is 
the blood, or the blood is the soul: 1But flesh wi th the-
life thereof which is the blood thereof, sha ll ye not eat' 
(Genesis 9:4); 1the soul of all flesh is the blood thereof' 
(Leviticus 17 :14). 1 The blood is the soul', says the lm·l 
deliberately (Deuteronomy 12:23). As the blood so also the 
bones, the solid frame of the body. If the bone s are strong 
and firm, then the soul is strong; it manifests itself just 
as well in them as in the heart or any oth er vital organ .•• " 
(op . cit., Volumes I,II, p. 172). 
75op. cit., p. 235 
76Jesus and His Sacrifice, pp. 54,55. Cf. R. Simeon b. 
Yahai: 11Though blood is despised and serves as food of dogs, 
God said that we s hould bring a sacrifice and apply its 
(39) 
The victim is slain in order that its life, in the form 
of blood, may be released, and its flesh is burnt in 
order that it may be transformed or etherialized; and 
in both cases the aim is to make it p ossible for life 
to be presented as an offering to the Deity. Mo re and 
more students of comparative religion, and of Old 
Testament worship in particular, are insisting that the 
bestowal of life is the fundamental idea in sacrificial 
worship. 
P rom all this it would seem that at least one simp le 
conclusion emerges. \IJhen Paul spe aks of the blood of Christ, 77 
blood to the horns of the altar in order that the blood might 
atone for the blood of man" (quoted by Davies, op. cit., 
p. 236). 
77 11The thought of Christ's blood (as shed) includes all 
that ls involved in His death, and more, for it ahmys in-
clude s the thought of the life preserved and active beyond 
death 11 (Abbott, TheE istles to the hesians and the 
Colossians (ICC), p. 13 • Abbott is sUF~rizing Westcott's 
statement: "In accordance with the t~L=>ical teaching of the 
Levitical ordinances, the Blood of Christ represents Christ's 
life (1) as rendered in free self-sacrifice to God for man, 
and (2) as brought into perfect fellowship with God, having 
been set free by death. The Blood of Christ is, as shed, 
the Life of Christ given for man; and, as off e red, the life 
of Ghrist noH g iven to man, the Life which is the spring of 
their life" (The Epistles of St. John, pp. 34ff.). Cf. 
H. c. G. Moule: "A careful review of New Testament passages 
under the word 1blood 1 will show that the prevalent and 
leading ideas associated with it, in religious connexions, 
are e xpiation of guilt, ransom of person, and ratification 
of covenant 11 (E istle to the ' hesians, Cambridg e Bible for 
Schools and Colleges, p. 9 . \lfuen Paul speaks of the 
blood of Christ, he is thinking of His life as laid dov.rn 
in self-dedication to God 11 (Dodd, The ~istle to the Romans 
(Moffatt New 'I'estament Commentary), p. 5). 11The blood of 
Christ does not refer simply to the fluid which ccursed 
through his arteries, but as so often in Paul is a graphic 
way of referring to Christ's death" (C. T. Craig, The 
Interpreter 1 s Bible, Volume X, p. 115). 11Self- g iving and 
complete obedience to God may certainly be included in the 
meaning of 1 the blood of Christ 1 , but the list of derivative 
ideas is hopelessly attenuated unless it also includes the 
thought of lif'e through death and of an offering through 
Hhich men may draw nigh to God 11 (Vincent Taylor, The Atonement 
in New Testament Teaching, p. 25). Two conwents by F. W. 
(40) 
he means that the death of Christ involved the liberation 
of His life in such a way as was not available before His 
death, thus making possible a relationship with Him that 
was not p ossible before His death. 
Beare are significant. On Ephesians 1:17, he writes : "The 
blood of Christ is not a price paid to the enslaving power, 
but a symbol deriving from ancient conceptions of the effi-
cacy of sacrifice, of the life force set free through death 
that it may be effective for the benefit of others, whether 
for the expiation of the sins of the community or for com-
municating the divine blessing to men. The thought is not 
of price but of p ower--a power of 1 ife which becomes 
available only -r.-rhen it is offered in sacrifice. 11 (The 
Interpreter's Bible, Volume X, pp. 617,618). On Colossians 
1:20, Beare . ~vrites: "The mention of blood brings out the 
sacrificial aspect of Christ's death. Lohmeyer, who treats 
this entire section of the epistle (somewhat fancifully) as 
a kind of Targum on the ritual of the day of Atonement, 
suggests that the abrupt introduction of this p.hrase is in-
telligible only if it is put in the place of a more familiar 
i ma ge; and he thinks tha t this is to be found in the symbolism 
of the lamb which was offered in sacrifice on the day of 
Atonement. But could it be assumed that the Gentiles of 
Colossae would make this connection of thought as readily 
as Paul? It is in fact not clear in the context that the 
idea of atonement for sin is involved; and it is pr obably 
better to see in the words rather the idea of the blood as 
the seal of the covenant of peace--as having a mys tic p ower, 
the p ovver of a life liberated through sacrifice to become 
a living link of conwuni on between the deity and that for 
which the sacrifice is made. Such an idea would not be 
peculiarly Jewish, but v.rould be a commonplace of all ancient 
conceptions of the efficacy of sacrifice that involved the 
shedding of blood." (The Interpreter's Bible, Volume XI, 
p. l7J). 
CHAPTER IV 
PAUL'S USE OF THUSIA 
' :Paul uses the word "sacrifice 11 (thus ia ( 9 v tr c A. ) ) to 
descrj_be the death of Christ in only one passage. In 
Ephesians 5:2, he writes: '~nd walk in love, as Christ 
loved us and gave himself up for us, a fragrant offering 
and sacrifice to God." We turn now to this passage to see 
whether it can throw additional light on the problem we have 
before us.7 8 Whatever the meaning we attach to thusia, it 
is obviously Christ Who gave Himself. Unlike the killing 
of dumb animals in Old Testament ritual, the sacrifice of 
Christ involved will and self-giving. 
E . F. Scott describes Paul's use of thusia in Ephesians 
5:2 as metaphorical, n ot literal. Paul "does not ascribe a 
sacrificial efficacy to the Cross, but simply declares, in 
language borrowed from the Old Testament, that Christ's sur-
render of himself was well-pleasing (fragrant) to God" .79 
Scott seems to limit unduly the possible significance of 
sacrifice. Of course, the question is what is meant by 
'l8Paul uses thusia also in Romans 12:1; I Corinthians 
10:18; Philippians 2:17; 4:18. These passages have no 
direct bearing upon the death of Christ and are not germane 
to our purpose. 
790p. cit.., p. 225 
(42) 
!!sacrificial efficacy" and this phrase Scott does not define. 
It seems to us that "sacrifice" in Ephesians 5:2 expresses 
the fact that Christ's death is part of the divine provision 
for the re-establishment of divine-human fellowsh.ip with no 
comprordse of moral principle; and that is not metaphor 
( f 1 . ) b t . . t al l . t 80 a figurative manner o spea{~ng , u sp~r~ u rea ~ y. 
"A fragrant offering 11 (prosphorcm eis osmen euodias 
\ > ) \ , J' (TrfDtrt4>oft4.~ ~l.$ oa-r"lv E-IIWQ(t:aS) is used in the Old 
Testament only of burnt offerings. Beare81 considers the 
80Against Scott and in support of our own point of view, 
we urge the follmving statement by John Knox: "Some commen-
tators hold that Paul did no more than to make use of the 
langua~ of the law court; it is probable, hmvever, that 
much more than language is involved in both cases. The 
apostle sees man as actually under righteous judgment because 
of his sin, and the righteous God, who has imposed that judg-
ment, cannot reverse it by merely wishing to do so; or bet-
ter, such a God cannot will to reverse it unless the just 
demands of the law are met. A price must be paid; a penalty 
must be suffered; a sacrifice must be offered. One gets the 
i mpression from Jesus' teaching that he thought of repentance 
as representing this satisfaction of the law; but Paul, who 
makes no theolo gical use of the idea of repentance, undoubt-
edly finds in the life and death of Christ the indispensable 
atoning sacrifice. To be sure, it is God himself who in 
Christ Jesus provides the necessary sacrifice and pays the 
necessary price; and there is no way within our human com-
mand of making such a fact logically consistent with itself. 
But to acknowledge this is not to reduce to the status of a 
mere metaphor the whole conception of a sacrifice vicariously 
offered or a penalty vicariously paid. This conception was 
Paul's way of explaining one element in the Christian expe-
rience of forg iveness: we are forgiven, and yet God's judg-
ment upon sin is not compromised. 11 (The Interpreter 1 s Bible, 
Volume IX, PP• 433,434). 
81The Interpreter's Bible, Volume X, p. 705 
(43) 
phrase to be metaphorical in the present passage so as 11to 
express the beauty of a sacrifice that withholds nothing 
but gives all, even life itself, to God as a tribute of 
absolute devotion". The metaphorical meaning of the phrase 
is obvious in Philippians 4:18 where the expression is used 
as descriptive of the gifts that the Philippians had sent. 82 
Even though we are led to the conclusion that there is 
more than a 11metaphorical" meaning in Paul 1 s description of 
the death of Christ as a thusia, it is impossible to dogma-
tize about the details of his intention. In the light of 
Hhat -v;e have discovered about Paul 1 s use of sacrificial 
ideas in other connections, we would seem to be safe in 
assi~1ing to this one occurrence of thusia a general meaning 
ratheJ• than attempting to establish any marked inner unity 
bet1-veen Old Testament sacrifice and the sacrifice of 
Christ. 83 
B2A · ·1 t h . 1 . . t t . R slml ar me ap or1ca mean1ng lS pa en 1n omans 
12: 1 ; Philippians 2:17. 
D3'I'his conclusion is not altered by I Corinthians 5:7b: 
11For Ghrist our paschal lamb has been sacrificed. 11 In its 
context the thought of Christ as Passover Lamb is simp ly a 
part of an extended metaphor picturing the Christian life as 
a festival in which immorality and uncleanness are to have 
no pai't. So Moffatt, I Corinthians (Moffatt New Testament 
Commentary), pp. 57ff.; Kirk, ::g!pistle to the Romans (Claren-
don Bible), p. 59; C. A. A. Scott, Christianity According to 
St. Paul, p. 91; Denney, The Death of Christ (edited by R. 
V. G. Tasker), p. 82; cf. H. Burrows: 11The reference to 
sacrifice in I Cor. 5:7 is merely a passing metaphor" (An 
Outline of Biblical Theola , p. 22J). It may give us pause 
to realize that Psalm 0 which may well have furnished Paul 
with his sacrificial language in Ephesians 5:2 (cf. E. F. 
Scott, op. cit., p. 225) contains a disavm-1al of sacrifice: 
Before setting do~m our mvn conclusions, we must make 
several p oints of a general nature. These points will be 
brought out as we attend to the critiques of Paul's u se of 
sacrificial c oncepts made by two scholars whose works have 
already been used in this paper . 
(l) C. A. A. Scott84 states three reasons for his vieH 
that the use of sacrificial concepts in Paul is necessarily 
limited: 
(a) The variety of the functions which are attributed 
to the ''blood" robs the express ion of much of its 
impressiveness. 
(b) The limitation in the t ypes of sin which could be 
a tonecl for by sacrifice in the Levi tical system weakens to 
"Sacrifice and offering thou dost not desire; 
but t h ou hast given me an open ear. 
Burnt offering and sin offering 
thou hast not required." (verse 6) 
The P~>almist 1 s rep udiation of sacrifice is follo1<red in 
verse 7 with the following: 
"I delight to do thy 1...rill, 0 my God; 
thy law is within my heart." 
This emphasis upon obedience in a Psalm ~Jhich furnished Paul 
the l~mguage for a descr:ipt ion of the work of Christ in 
terms of sacrifice is especially interesting in vieH of the 
emphaBis upon obedience in the rabbinical theology of Paul's 
day. Cf. W. D. Davies' statement that "the death of the 
Messiah could only have one meaning for him (Paul), it 
would be the expression of obedience to the demands of' God" 
(op . cit., p. 265). This idea is developed by C. A. A. 
Scott in Christianity According to St . Paul (p. 94). 
84chr istianity According to St. Paul, pp . 86ff. 
(45) 
a bare analogy any continuity between Levitical sacrifice 
and t he death of Christ. 
(c) It is i mprobable that Levitical sacrifice bulk ed 
very largely in the life and thought of a person brought up 
in Paul's circumstances. 
vle must examine each of Scott's p oints individually . 
( a) It may be questioned whether the functions attributed 
to '~ ood 11 are as varied as they may seem. Paul's metaphor-
ical anguage is an extensive topic which we cann ot discuss 
fully here, but we may simply note that it does not seem 
likely that the mean ing of his metaphors has sufficient basic 
varie t y to g ive full warrant to Scott's assertion. Paul 
p asses from one metaphor to another with striking freedom. 
He uses his metaphors correlatively, appositively , and at 
times almost interchangeably. We have already noted85 a 
correlative relationship between 11 justification 11 and "recon-
ciliation " in Romans 5:9,10. In Romans 8:23, "the redemption 
of ou:. bodies" is appositive with "adoption". In Ephesians 
1:7, "redemption through his blood" is appositive with 11the 
for g iveness of our trespasses". In Colossians 1:14, 
"redemption" is appositive -v.rith "forgiveness". In Galatians 
4:5, 11redemptio"n 1186 and 11adoption" are significantly juxta-
o 
posed in two hina ( (, "'"- ) clauses. We take the foregoing 
85see above, p . 36. 
86The -vwrd used here is not apolutrosis but exagorazo. 
Paul's only other use of this verb to describe the work of 
Christ is in Galatians 3:13. 
(46) 
to mean that in all of Paul's metaphors there is a basic 
underl-ying unit-y. 
. t D . 87 h (b) As regards Scot t's second po1n , av1es as 
shov-m that t h is is likely a simplification of an issue which 
is re ally quite complex , but Scott's point contains enou gh 
truth to s h mv the imp ossibility of establishing an inner, 
basic continuity between the de a th of Christ and the sacri-
88 ficial s y stem of the Old Testament. 
c) Davies 89 has shown a gainst Scott's third poin t t hat 
it was rather Paul's familiarity with the sacrific i al s ystem 
tha t partly explains his infrequent use of it. 
~rhe growing imp ortance of the synag ogue as a center of 
"-rorsh:ip , obs ervable for quite some time before the de-
s truct ion of the temple, parallels the use of media other 
than sacrifice for dealing with sin. Montefiore and Loewe90 
list eight such media: the Day of Atonement (the day itself 
91 . 92 
as op posed to the activity of the day); bod1ly sufferings; 
87o •t 25'·~~ p • Cl • , pp o LJ-1. .L • 
88
cf. A. B. Davidson, The Theology of the Old Tes tament, 
p. 316; C. A. A. Scott, Christianity According to St. Paul, 
p. 87; S. Schechter, Some As ects of Rabbinic Theolo , p. 296; 
G. F. Moore, Judaism, Volu~e I, pp. 1, 3, 97f.; F. C. N. 
Hicks, The Fullness of Sacrifice, pp. 14f. 
89op. cit., pp . 230,231,253ff. 
90A Rabbinic Anthology, p. 230 
9111According to the Rabbis, it is the Day of Atonement 
that atones 'even when there is no sacrifice and no g oat,' 
it b eing the day itself which has this efficacy, independent 
of the sacrificial -vwrship 11 (S. Schechter, op. cit., p. 302). 
9 211The app earance of leprosy on the body of a man is the 
(47) 
great poverty; fasting; almsgiving, charity, deeds of love; 93 
prayer; the study of the Law; and death. 94 
F'irst-century Judaism found it possible to c ondernn the 
folly of those who believed that there was an efficacy in 
sacrifice per se for the expiation of sin. 95 The offering 
of sacrifice becomes the occasion for the officiating priests 
to instruct the people in moral and spiritual truths. The 
ex opere opera to quality of sacrifice dwindles further as the 
sacrificial act comes to include a confession of the nature 
of the sin for which expiation is being made. The ethical 
value of sacrifice is enhanced when the priests begin to 
make sure that the person offering the sacrifice has, where 
necessary and possible, made prop er redress to those who 
very altar of atonement. Hence the dictum, 'Beloved is 
suffe:ring, for as sacrifices are atoning, so is suffering 
atoning. 1 Nay, suffering has even a greater atoning effect 
than sacrifice, inasmuch as sacrifice affects only man's 
property, whilst suffering touches his very self. • • The 
atonement of suffering and death is not limited to the 
suffering person . The atoning effect extends to all the 
generation . 11 (ibid., pp . 309,310). 
93"Reference may be made here also to the atoning effect 
ascribed to the dining-table in the household of a man , which 
is considered, by reason of the hospitality offered on it to 
the poor, as the altar in the Temple, on which sacrifices 
were b rought. The chaste woman is also likened to the altar; 
as the altar atones (for the sins of Israel), so she atones 
for her house. " (ibid., p . 312) • 
94"Death and suffering may be viewed either as a 
punishment satisfying the claims of justice or as an atone-
ment, bringing pardon and forgiveness and reconciling man 
with God" (ibid., p. 304). 
95This paragraph is based on Davies, op . cit., 
pp . 256ff. 
have been harmed by the sin for which the sacrifice is 
offered. Repentance becomes a regular requirement for an 
.c>f. • • '. 96 eL lCaclous expla~lon. 
(2) We have already anticipated the two reasons g iven by 
Vincent Taylor97 for the limited use of the categorles of 
sacrifice in Paul: 
( a) He stood too near the sacrificial system with its 
deficiencies at a time when the sy-nagogue was grov.ring in 
esteem at the expense of the temple and the later rabbinical 
emphasis upon the supreme value of repentance may have been 
making itself felt. 
(b) Paul's supreme interest is not the rationale of 
atonement, but the ethical and religious problems which 
become acute when a holy and ri ghteous God receives sinful 
men i n to fellov,rship with Rims elf. 
96 "The various aspects of the doctrine of atonement and 
forgiveness as conceived by the Rabbis may be best grouped 
around the following Rabbinic passage: 'They asked Wisdom 
(Hagiographa), "What is the punishment of the sinner?" Wisdom 
answered, "Evil pursues sinners" (Proverbs 13:21). They asked 
Prophe cy, "What is the punishment of the sinner?" Prophecy 
answered, "The soul that sinneth, it shall die"(Ezek iel 18:4). 
They asked the Torah, 11\-Jhat is the punishment of the sir1ne r? 11 
Torah answered, '~et him bring a guilt-offering and it shall 
be forgiven unto him, as it is said, 1And it shall be accepted 
for him to make a tenement for him 1 11 (Leviticus l :4) • They 
asked the Holy One, blessed be he, "What is the punishment of 
the sinner?" The Holy One, blessed be he, answered, '~et him 
do repentance and it shall be forgiven unto him, as it is said , 
1 Good and upright is the Lord: therefore will he teach sinr1ers 
in the vmy'" (Psalm 25:8)--that is, that he points the sinners 
the way that they should do repentance. 1 ••• \1hat the rabbis 
really meant is, that for g iveness is achieved in various ways, 
through suSfering and death, through atonement of sacrifices, 
but more prominently through repentance, v.Jhich latter is the 
most divine aspect of the three." (S. Schechter, op. cit., 
pp. 293' 294) • 
97 The Atonement in New Testament Teaching, pp. 94,95 
CONCLUSI ONS 
~rhe evidence that we have marshalled seems sui'.fic i ent 
to wa:rrant t he following conclusions: 
(1) Paul uses sacrificial language sparingl y and 
creat ively in his interpretation of the death of Jesus. 
( 2 ) Paul does not consider the language of the Jewish 
cultus as in any sense indispensable in his presentation of 
the c ·_r isti an Gospel. 
(3) Paul never represents God as requiring p lacation 
or appeasement. 
(49) 
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ABSTRACT 
Sacrifice, one of the inevitable motifs in Judaeo-
Christian relig ion, is a category used by Christians in New 
Testament times to interpret the death of Jesus. Linguistic, 
historical, and exegetical evidences brought to bear upon 
four aspects of Paul's use of sacrificial language in his 
interpretation of the death of Jesus lead to three defensible 
conclusions. 
The four aspects of the problem are: (l) The Meaning of 
Hilasterion in Romans 3:25; (2) (He) Orge ((Tou) Theou) in 
Paul; ( 3) The Language of "Blood 11 in Paul; and (4) Paul's Use 
of Thusia. 
Efforts to dissociate hilasterion in Romans 3:25 from 
the language of sacrifice have failed. Deissmann's attemp t 
to strip hilasterion of its s a crlficial meaning in this 
passage is based u pon impressive evidence, but it is evidence 
that largely overlooks the profound influence of the Old 
Testament upon Paul 1s thought and language. 
Dodd's th0rough investigation of hilaskesthai and its 
deriva.tives in the LXX shows the inescapably sacrificial 
meaning of the hilaskesthai family. The meaning is sacrificial 
not in the sense of propitiation (placating of God 1 s anger) but 
in the sense of expiation (cleansing of sins). 
(54) 
(55) 
'I.1o literalize h ilaste ri on in Romans 3:25 and translate 
it "me rcy seat" is unnecess arily to attribute to Pa u l a 
crudely mix ed metaphor. The sign ificance of the term is 
like l y v ery general in Paul's usage and describes God's work 
of de a ling with sin, which he accomp lished in Christ. 
~~here are fifteen passages in wh ich Paul us e s t h e phra s e 
(he) orge ((tou) Theou). Interpreters have been prone to ex-
treme s in their descriptions of the meaning of this p hrase. 
"The wrath of God" has been int erpreted as a completely 
esch atolog ical concept. Some have attempted to make it entirely 
impers onal and have explained it in terms of an automatically 
op erating law of cause and effect in a moral universe. Others 
h ave n~de it a crude anthropop athism involving fitful rages 
of anger. None of these interp retations comports with the 
pas s a ges in v.1hich Paul uses the phrase. Paul 1 s concep tion of 
divine wrath is best described in terms of divine love. The 
wra th of God is tha t activity of the divine love, for which 
the re is no exact counterpart in human personality, wh ich 
stands in rad i cal and dynamic opposition to sin. 
There are ei ght passages in wh ich Paul sp e aks of the 
b lood of Ch rist. Attempts have been made to dissocia te Paul's 
r efe ren ces to t h e blood of Christ from the language of sacri-
fice. One patently undemonstrable claim has it that these 
p assages h ave n o t h ing to do with the functions of blood in 
the Levitical s y stem, but simply sh ow the indel i ble i mpression 
made upon Paul as he obs e rved the crucifix ion of Jesus. Those 
(56) 
Hho interpret Paul primarily in the language of mysticism find 
their category in his use of the language of blood. An attempt 
has also been made to interpret Paul 's use of blood as an at-
tenuated metaphor describingfue violence of the death of Jesus. 
None of these approaches takes adequate account of the evi-
dence. When Paul speaks of the blood of Christ, he rrB ans that 
the death of Christ involved the liberation of His life in 
such a way as was not available before His death, thus making 
possible a relationship with Him that was not possible before 
His death. 
Paul uses thusia to describe the death of Christ only in 
Ephesians 5:2. To say, as some scholars do, that thusia is 
here only metaphorical without defining "metaphorical" is 
scarcely adequate. Paul may well be saying that Christ's 
death is part of the divine provision for the re-establishment 
of divine-human fellowship with no compromise of moral prin-
ciple, but it is impossible to dogmatize about the details of 
his intention here. In the light of what we have discovered 
about Paul's use of sacrificial ideas in other connections, 
we would seem to be safe in assigning to thusia a general 
meaning in Ephesians 5:2 rather than attempting to establish 
any marked inner unity between Old Testament sacrifice and the 
sacrifice of Christ. 
The evidence that we have marshalled seems sufficient to 
Harrant the follovdng conclusions: 
(1) Paul uses sacrificial language sparingly and 
creatively in his interpretation of the death of Jesus. 
(.57) 
(2) Paul does not consider the language of the Jewish 
cul t us as in any sense indispensable in his presentation of 
the Christian Gospel. 
(3) Paul never represents God as requiring placation or 
app eas ement. 
